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Honey” were false and misleading since they represented and created the im-
pression that glucose is superior td common white sugar in nutritional proper-
ties and digestibility; that white sugar is not readily available in the bod_y
economy ; that the saccharine substance in honey is all glucose; that honey is
more digestible and acceptable to the body than ordinary white sugar; that
honey is unequaled as an energy producer for tired and run-down people; that
honey is of peculiar and special value in the diet of diabetic patients; that
honey is of special value in heart weakness; that it would be of value in
reviving the heart aection and keeping patients alive; that the article, when
used in conjunction with certain substances named in the booklet and in the
manner set forth therein, would be effizacious in the cure, mitigation, treatment,
and prevention of asthma and anemic conditions, bladder and kidney trouble,
boils, cuts, scratches, and burns, bronchitis, colds, eroup and whooping cough,
corns, ecz2ma, flu, high blood pressure, gas on the stomach, or heartburn, goiter,
grip, hay fever, lost appetite, underweight, nervousness, loss of sleep, piles,
pimples, a run-down condition, rheumatism, sinus trouble, stomach cramps, skin
diseases, stomach trouble, smothering spells, sore mouth, sore throat, billious-
ness, ulcerated stomach, ulcerated sore throat, and worms; that it would be
efficacious to aid babies in teething ; that it would be efficacious as a canary bird
tonic, poultice, and spring tonic ; that it possessed marvelous healing properties ;;
that it would aid in reducing and in gaining body weight ; that it would aid
in removing specks from the eye; and that it would be efficacious in the treat-
ment of constipation and headaches. Glucose is not superior to common white
sugar in nutritional properties and digestibility ; white sugar is readily avail-
able in the body economy ; the saccharine substance in honey is not all glucose ;
honey is not more digestible and acceptable to the body than ordinary white
sugar; there is no advantage in using honey in the place of ordinary cane or
beet sugar; honey is not unequaled as an energy-producer for tired, run-down
Deople; honey is not, of peculiar and special value in the diet of diabetic
patients; honey is not of special value in heart weakness, and it would be of
no value in reviving the heart action and keeping patients alive; the article
did not possess marvelous healing properties; and the article, when used in
conjunction with the substances named and in the manner set forth in the
booklet, would not be efficacious for the purposes represented.

Dr1spostTiON :  October 23, 1945, A plea of guilty having been entered, the court
.imposed a fine of $500. : ’ .

.1778. Misbranding of Calwhey. U. S. v. Christian L. Neubert (the Calwhey Co.).

: - Plea of guilty., Fine, $50. (F. D. C. No. 113892. Sample No. 12275-F.)

INFORMATION FITED: June 10, 1944, Northern District of California, against
Christian L. Neubert, trading as the Calwhey Co., San Francisco, Calif.

A11rGED SHIPMENT: On or about May 13, 1943, from the State of California into
the State of Washington.

Propucr: Examination disclosed that the product consisted essentially of dried
whey.

NaTURE oF CHARGE : Misbranding, Section 502 (a), certain label statements were
false and misleading since they represented and suggested that the article
would be efficacious in controlling body temperature and in increasing the
beneficial type of flora; that it would preserve the normal alkalinity of the
blood ; that it would be efficacious as a mild intestinal bactericide; that it
would be efficacious in the cure, mitigation, treatment, or prevention of colitis,
nervousness, and listlessness; that it would be efficacious to stimulate the liver,

that it would be efficacious to reduce body weight. The article would not be
efficacious for the purposes represented.

It was also alleged to be misbranded under the provisions of the law ap-
plicable to foods, as reported in notices of judgment on foods.

DisposiTioN: June 23, 1944, A plea of guilty having been entered, the court
imposed a fine of $25 on each of 2 counts,

1779. Misbranding of Delamer. U. S. v. Frank E. Rirtwhistle (Del Monte Lahora-
}\ﬁ)ﬂgg%iz l;?lo;a of nolo contendere. Fine, 82. (F. D. C No. 12581, Sample
. AL A . 7
INFORMATION FIrED: January 17, 1945: amended April 9, 1945, Northern Dis-
trict of California, against Frank E. Birtwhistle, ‘trading as the Del Monte
Laboratories, Monterey, Calif. . , ’



